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has made possible for those others who are now freed from the
pain for which he was responsible. Or again, the quantity of
pleasure attained by the criminal may be so great that only
the threat of a greater quantity of pain to come to him as soon as
he is caught will suffice to deter him from pursuing his career
of pleasure to himself and of pain to his neighbours. That is
why Bentham could logically discuss the advisability of having
incendiaries burned alive. Contrariwise the application of the
formula at once made manifest the absurdity of the contem-
porary penal code which prescribed capital punishment for the
smallest thefts. There is obviously no relation between such pain
inflicted on the thief and either the pain which his stealing
inflicts on others or the pleasure which his theft gives to himself.
Here then seemed to exist a clear and distinct principle of
right and wrong. What Locke and Rousseau had lacked and
what even Hegel could not discover was a principle of legislation
and a standard to which legislation should conform, so simple
and easy to apply that a child could understand it. Further-
more, it was easy to fit into it that condition of true morality,
consent. The principle depended upon the truth of the new
empirical psychology. Each person is invariably moved by the
appetite for pleasure and the repulsion to pain. If this is not
true, the greatest pleasure of the greatest number woijld not
have a basis in the facts of human nature. Happiness would
not result from its application. But if it is true, then legislation
whose aim is the greatest pleasure of the greatest number must
meet with the approval and consent of beings who necessarily
want as much pleasure as possible. But here two difficulties
occur. Why should A in pursuing his own pleasure take any
interest in B, except in so far as B can contribute to A's pleasure?
If pleasure is thought of quantitatively, it would seem that A
might obtain a larger dose at the expense of B; if so, his nature
would force him to strive for that dose. Secondly, is it wiser for
each person to concentrate on attaining his own pleasure in the
hope that the result will be the greatest pleasure of the greatest
number, or should each one hand over his interests to one wiser
than himself whose function is to promote the greatest pleasure